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BILL MOMROE: Our gquests today on this one-hour edi-
tion of Meet the Press are key leaders of the opposition to the
new strategic arms limitation freaty known as SALT {l. Last
week we heard Secretary of State Vance and Secrefary of Defense
Brown speak for the treaty.

SALT '} was agreed on 10 days ago by the United States
and the Soviet Union, but it will not take effect unless the
U.S. Senate ratifies it by a ftwo-thirds vote. Our quests today
will be working to block Senate ratification of the freaty.

They are Senator Jake Garn, Republican of Utah, Chairman of

+he Defense Task Force of The American Conservative Union; Paul
Nitze, former Pentagon official, former SALT negotiator, now
Chairman, Policy Studies, Committee on +he Present Danger; and
retired Admiral Elmo Zumwalt, former Chief of Naval Operations.

Gentlemen, the SALT 1| treaty negotiations have been
going on Through three American Administrations, countless
meetings, somefhing like seven years. Fach side has finally
agreed to put some limits on its weapons—buitding. {f this
treaty is approved, talks will begin toward a third treaty,
and there are some hopes it will actually cut back nuclear
weapons.

: Senator Garn, if SALT |l is rejected, won't that put
us in a more dangerous arms race, one without any Fimits?

SENATOR JAKE GARN: Mr. Monroe, | think just fhe

opposite would take place. | am very much in favor of an arms
_control treaty. | think both nations have far foo many nuclear
veapons. | think *think it would be in the best interests of

both countries to reduce fhose weapons. But this treaty Is
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being sold as an arms control traaty. Over and over agqain, |
hear that term. I heard you just say that it would reduce
w2apons,

One of the najor reasons that | an against it is
because it is not arms control; it masquerades as such, But
we are limiting launchers or vehicles. IT's like telling
That we can have five rifles at home, but You can have most
-of all the ammunition you want. And this really disturbs
me because | would like to sce true arms reduction.

Now, we're qoing to limit some 250 launchers, and
the Soviets will be required to reduce by that number. But
interestingly enough, under the terms of SALT th, without any
cheating whatsoever or use of any of the loopholes, the Soviat
Union would be able to increase by a minimum of 5000 warheads
over tThe number that they currently have.

The treaty is inequitable. |t allows the Soviet
Union types and sizes of weapons that we simply are not allowed.
And the heavy missile system, the so-called 55-18, it's a huge
missile, which we allow then to have 308. We have zero. We
allow them to have a Backfire bomber, but we cannot have a B-1
bomber unless it is included under the sublimit.

And | believe that we should not sign a treaty, even
if it were a good Treaty, if it was not verifiable. And |
sincerely believe that we cannot verify this treaty.

S0, for those reasons and the fact that the three of
them put together, | sincerely believe, will give the Soviet
Union absolute nuclsaar superiority by the mid-1980s, 1985, when
the freaty ends, that t+his treaty should be rejected.

MONROE: Mr. Nitze, aren't there some |imits on wea-
pons-building that we would have under this treaty that would
not be there if the treaty is rejected?

PAUL NITZE: Let me make a preliminary comment, and
that is that our committee -- you referred to it as being
devoted to blocking SALT. This is not true. What we want
tfo assure is that fthe debate, when there is a debate before
the Senate, is fair and all the facts are brought out and that

the Senate really debates this.
Certainly, we are skeptical about it.

MONROE : You're not opposed Yo ratification of +the
Treaty, Mr. Nitze?

NITZE: We would like to see -- | believe that after
this debate the Senate will wish to have |+ clarified, modified,
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amended. And it depends upon what the tr=aty really says and
how it is dealt wiTh in the Senats as To whether our group will
finally come out for or against ratification.

MONROE:  And the question Is, as to The fresaty, won't
tThere be some |imits on weapons-building in the treaty that would
not be There without the freaty?

NITZE: That is quite right. Bul what Senator Garn
said is totally correct. The treaty limits the wrong thing.
The limits are vastly too high. They are uneven as betwaen
the Soviet Union and they favor The Soviet Union. Under these
limits, living within those [imits, the Soviet Union will,
within the period of the treaty, attain, | think, dangerous
superiority, nuclear superiority, over the United States. And
it think that we should not permit. We have to do Things about
it.

Certainly, there are limits within the treaty that
tThere wouldn't be otherwise. But the limits are too high, they
[imit the wrong things.

MONROE: Admiral ZumwalT, wouldn't rejection of the
treaty jeopardize the whole difficult process, long-range pro-
cess of arms negotiation?

ADMIRAL ELMO ZUMWALT: No. in my judgment, it would
facilitate it. It would make it loud and clear fTo the Soviet
Union that we expect arms contro!, rather than unilateral! advan-
Tage, to be granted from these arrangements.

Let me, in extension of the points that Senator Garn
and Secretary Nitze have made, just demonstrate what happened
as the Administration talks about equal numbers of faunchers,
Let!s examine just one category, that category of launchers out
of which would be launched the kind of missiles that the Sovieft
Union will use for a first strike. That is, the intercontinental
ballistic missiles carrying multiple warheads designed to hit
individual tTargets.

The ceiling on that number is 820 launchers, under
SALT tt. Now, here is the only missile for that kind of launcher
that the United States has, the Minuteman |1}1. IT contains three

warheads. We're forced by The Soviets to limit it to three, even
though it's been tested for seven. Even more significant, we

can't fill The 820 holes that we're authorized to have. Mr.
Carter has stopped the production line of these. So 550 is what
we're going to have to live with, not the ceiling of 820.

Now, the Soviet Union wifll get to its ceiling of 820.

This is the SS-19 Soviet missile. It has three times the payload
of the Minuteman. They are aufhorized, on this and on a slightly
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3l ler version, the SS-17, to have six and four warneads respec-
Tively, as oprosed to our three, and all larger. They will have,
curing the courss of SALT I, 512 launchers filled with that kind

2 2 missila,

B4t that's nor all. tet's take a look at the Soviet
I8 missile, That missile, a huje monster, carries 19 war-
ads, each of which are thres times more destructive than the
rheads of ours. The Soviet Union, a3as Mr. Nitze and Senator
rn have said, has neen authorized to keep all 308 of these,
ther than to reduce, as thay were expected to do, rather than

o as Mr. Carter asked them to do in his comprehensive nro-

posal of March 1977. We went back to them, our Administration,
and saifd, "Would you believe 190?" And they said nc. We said,
"NYould you accept 2207?" And they said no. We said would you
2ccept 2507?"  And they said no. And we finally permitted them
to keep all 380 of these huge missiles.
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MONROE: Thank you, qentlemen.

Our reporters on MMeet the Press today are Ford Rowan
of N3C News, Morton Xondracke of The New Republic, Robert Novak
of the Chicago Sun-Times, and Robert Kaiser of The Washington
Post. :

* * *

MONRCE: We'll continue with questions for Senator
Garn from Ford Rowan of NBC.

FORD ROWAN: Senator, I'd like to ask you about those
very graphic demonstration of the size of missiles we Jjust saw.
Of course, It's unlikely that anyone that's hit by a nuclear
wsapon is going to ask, "How big was |+?" But still, they are --
you do see the Soviets have larger, heavier weapons.

And the quastion comes up -- and we've asked the Admin-
istration this -- how do you account for the inequities that seem
to appear? And their answer is that the SALT treaty will timit .

the number of warheads that the Soviets can put on those giant
missiles. And without SALT, they might not be fimited to 10
warheads or MIRVs or nmultiple weapons on top of each one of those
missiles. And therefore we will be able to have a fixed Fimit,
kKnow what the Soviets can do, know what capabilities, and be

able to make our own missiles more survivable, and thus have a
more credible defense.

How do you answer that?
SENATOR GARN: First of all, you point out one of the

very severe difficulties in inequities: +that we allow them to
have 308 of those with 10 warheads. You're correct. We are
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allowed to have none of Those and we are only allowed to have
three warheads on each of our missiles. So a tremendous dis-
parity.

And that $S-18 has more destructive power all by ifself
+nhan all of our nuclear warheads pul Together from every source.
So | can'T conceive of why we allow them to have it.

President Carter, in March of 1977, told the Soviets,
NYou can have 150 of them." They insisted on 308, We compro-
mised at 308. Over and over again in this treaty, we simply have
allowed Them to accept their numbers.

Now, in specific response to your question, tThis is
not an arms control treaty. lt's incredible fto me that the
Administration says this will place a limit, I+ does not. Again
| repeat, it allows a 5000, minimum, increase in the number of
warheads the Soviet Union has.

"ROWAN: Senator, the total package -- nof JusT. the
treaty, but The other accompanying documents -~ will permit the
United States, over time, to develop a new weapon that will have

+he 10 warheads, the MX, if tThe Administration,  and Congress de-
cide fo go along with that. Do you think that would make up for
the inequities that you've demonstrated or talked about?

SENATOR GARN: Absolutely not. The MX is not a heavy
missile, would not even be considered in +hat class. They would
stil! have the fremendous heavy advantage.

MORTON KONDRACKE: Mr. Nitze, your opposiftion o SALT
seems To be based on a nightmare scepario in which the Soviets
could use their superiority in fThose missiles +hat we saw to
launch a surprise first strike againstT our missiles and then
demand that the United States surrender.

Do you think it's really credible that they would risk
such an attack, or even threaten such an attack, in view of the

uncertainties involved -- that is, whether all the missiles wou I'd
get where they're supposed to go -~ and our ability to retalitate,
using submarine missiles and airplanes, against thousands of tar-
gets on their side? Is that kind of scenario credible?

NITZE: You've completely misstated my position. fTve

made it clear in everything that I've said that | do not think
+hat the Russians want a nuclear war. There would be no other
reason why they're spending so much on their civil defense pro-
gram, and so forth and so on, unless they fully realized how
destructive a nuclear war would be.

The point is fthat they do want, and very much want,
nuclear superiority. They want to be much stronger in the
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nuclear field than we. And they think that they can attain their
objectivas without war much better if they have nuclear super-
fority. '

“ow, it is really the political use that tney will
mzKe of superiority which | think is +he most likelvy threat.
I+ is not that *they will g0 to war, but that they will be in a
Setter position to cover, to put an umbrella upon any escala-
tion by us if they have clear-cut nuclear superiority.

KONDRACKE: But is there a politically exploitable

nuclear superiority if the military use of the superiority is
not credible? How do you transliate into political terms if you
admit that they can't use the weapons militarily?

NITZE: | didn't say that. I said that they would

not wish to. Similarly, back when we had nuclear superiority,
at the time of the Cuban Missile Crisis, we did not want to use
that nuclear superiority. We knew, however, that the Russians
were much more inhibited than we, becauss we were much stronger
than they. Therefore, it was possible for us, with full confi-
dence, to go forward with the quarantine of Cuba and win +tha+t
political confrontation.

Now, if the circumstances had been reversed, | doubt
very nuch whether we would have done, or they would have done
what they did during the Cuban Missile Crisis.

KONDRACKE : But at the end of World War ||, when we
had absolute superiority, we had nuclear weapons and they had
none, ws were noft able fo prevent them from moving into Eastern
Europe and taking over Eastern Europs as satellites. I don't
understand how this arquable superiority of theirs is trans-
latable in this kind of a day and age to any kKind of political
advantage.

NITZE: Nuclear superiority isn't the only factor
that counts. But when one looks at the conventional military
balance, that also favors the Soviet Union, and did favor the
Soviet Union in Europe at the time you're talking of. And when
one has a combination of conventional super -- military super-
iority and nuclear superiority, then the other side really has
To worry.

ROBERT NOVAK: Admiral Zumwalt, on this program a
week ago the Secretary of Defens2, Harold Brown, said that the
many refired general officers who are opposing this tfreaty,
quote, tend to exaggerate the forces on the other side, un-
quote -- that is, the Soviet forces -- and that the present
serving officers on the Joint Chiefs of Staff better appreciate
the limits placed on the Soviet Union by the treaty.
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lsn't it a little difficutt for the American public
t+o beliecve that The present members of the JoinT Chiefs of Staff
don't nave a better appreciation of +he danger than retired

officers, such as yourself?

ADMIRAL ZUMAALT: Well, 1 think that my friend Harold
Brown missed a good chance fTo maintain his accurate repufation

in that answer.

| would say that an equally cutfing but more accurate

statement would be that military officers have more difficulty
+han Cabinet members in departing from realitfy when Presidents
have made decisions, such as the decisions in SALT (t; and that

the difference between retired and active 1is that the retired
are able tTo speak up fully in public, whereas the active mili-
tary are muzzied., They must answer only to congressional com-
mittees and only if fthey are in charge of Thelir services.

Now, | have been kept very fully informed of the posi-
t+ions that the Joint Chiefs of Staff have submitted to the Secre-
tary of Defense and fhe President throughout the process of SALT

{1, and | can tell you that if that series of written recommen-
dations is submitted to the Congress during this ratification
process, that the Senate will have great difficulty in believing

+hat the Joint Chiefs of Staff...

MONROE : Senator Garn, you want to add a brief comment?

SENATOR GARN: Yes, very brief.

lt+'s interesting that over the last 10 to 12 years,
when the Joint Chiefs of Staff have come up with their estimates
of Soviet strength and the gap befween the U.S. and The Soviet
Union, they have been criticized as overestimating. |f you
review those statements, you will find out that the military
leaders through those years have significantly, year after year,
underestimated the Soviet strength.

NOVAK: | just want to pursue what the Admiral said.
it is my understanding, told by officials in the Administration,
that the Joint Chiefs of Staff and its individual members wiltl
support this treaty.

Are you telling us, sir, t+hat this support will be in
contradiction to their private and secret estTimaftes submitted
to the President?

ADMIRAL ZUMWALT: ['m telling you that if the Secretary

of Defense submits to the Senate the list of position papers that
the Joint Chiefs of Staff has submitted over the months, that tThe
senators will be shocked at how far their views have been watered
down.
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For exanple, they have always insisted that the Back-
fire bomber should be ~ounfed as strategic, and the President
has decided not to do so.

MOVAK: Let's see if | can bnin this down. Are vyou
saying that it an officer, a member of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff today would endorse this treaty, considering the past
background reports he has made, h2 would be inTellecTualIy
dishonest?

ADMIRAL ZUMWJALT: No. The members of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff have to decide whether orf not a decision made by =
President who tells them that there are political factors beyond
their purview that must be considered should be supported or
whether they should leave office. | gather that thess members
believe that they should support, despite their deep raserva-
tions, SALT 1I1.

ROBERT KAISER: Senator Garn, the Carter Adninistration
Sees you as an extremist critic of SALT. You obviously hold
strong views about the Carter Administration. You said recently
that the President had failed to understand the nature of worid
politicsl. Just now you sald the Presiden+t has approved a SALT
treaty that will qive the Soviets absolute nuclear superiority
by 1935.

Does that mean that you would feel safer and more
secure if the United States now traded strategic arsenals with
the Soviet Union? Would you like to have their forces better
than ours? Would you like to have their hombers or their sub-
marines or their anti-submarine warfare capacity, or even their
ICBMs, in preference to our own?

SENATOR GARN: Absolutely not at this point, I think
what is described as rough equivalence or parity does exist
between the two countries. My concern is signing the SALT 1
tfreaty that will change that balance.

We signed SALT | with great hope and were told that
it would cut the nuclear arms race., But what has happened? We
have gone from a position of absolute nuclear superiority over
the Soviet Union, under an arms control treaty, to where they
now have parity or rough equivalence.

I believe that SALT I will give them superiority.
And that is dangerous to the peace and security of fhis country.

KAISER: If SALT 11l is ratified and things go on as
they now look, would you be prepared To advocate swapping forces
in 19857

SENATOR GARN: By 1985, if they continue their massive
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buitdun, ves, | would.

ROWAN: Mr. Nitze, I'd like to follow up on something
you said earlier. You suggested that There were amendments 1o
this agreement tThat would enable you to support it.

NITZE: i didn't say That.

ROWAN: Well, | gathered from iT that if amendments --
well, let me ask you, then. Are there any amendments That could
he made To this treaty that would make you support iT7

MITZE: | think there are, but | didn't say that
earlier. | said | hope that the Senate, affer a debate, would
see whether or not fthey wish to propose clarifications and -
amendments to the treaty.

ROWAN: Well, with that view In mind, are there any
amendments that you think would make this treaty acceptable to
you?

NITZE: Well, | think there are some +hat appear to
me to be wholly desirable. The firsT that appears to me To be
wholly desirable is To have it clarified that we can do what is
necessary in order to make our ICBMs more survivable. ! believe
t+he wording of the treaty now will make that either impossible
or much more expensive.

Secondly, | think it would be desirable for the Senate
+o consider an amendment which would give the United States The
same right to modern large ballistic missiles, the missiles That
Senator Garn was falking to -- tTalking about, that they have.
Not that we want to build such a missile during this period or
that we can, but | believe it important to establish the prin-
ciplte of equity, of equivalence, of equality now, because people
are talking about SALT 111. And if you're going tTo negotiate
SALT 111, it is absolufely essential that we now ftake steps to

establish the principle of equality.

ROWAN: Okay, if | could follow up on that. On that
first point, it is possible that amendments could be reached
+hat the White House and perhaps The Soviets could accept. But
on the second point, The equivalence, it's hard fo believe that --
you're asking Them, in effect, to renegotiate the whole freaty.
l+'s hard fo believe that...

NITZE: Why shouldn't -- why shouldn't the Soviet Union
agree to an amendment which would give us the same right That
they've insisted on, particularly if we make it clear we want

that right to be as close to zero as they will accept? [f we
could get that in, | see no reason why they shouldn't accept
+his. | would be wholly equitable. I+ would not cost them
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anything. Al it would do is to establish thz princionle of
zquality. And | don't sap why there shou!dn't be that orin-
ciple,
MONROE ; Admiral Zumwalt, you want to 24d a word?

ADMIRAL ZUMWALT: Yes. The failure of the Soviets
7O accept that oroposal would enph2size before the world their
insistence on having a first strike capability. That's the
only virtue of those huge beasts that they're insisting on
kseping.

KOMDRACKE: Admiral Zumwalt, how Important in your
opposition to SALT is the alleged Iinability of the United States
to verify the agreement?

ACMIRAL ZUMWALT: I fully agree that this treaty is
unverifiable. My own view is *hat thae treaty is so bad that
verifiability becomes a secondary issue.

KONDRACKE: Wwhy do you say the treaty is unverifi-

able?

ADMIRAL ZUMWALT: In the first place; the loss of the
stations in Iran will not recovered from for a long period of
time. My former associates te2l! nme that Secretary Brown's fore-

cast in that regard was grossly optimistic.

KONDRACKE: Sut if thsa freaty is rejected, how wil]l
The United States be able to tell what the Soviet Union is doing
in nuclear misslery. They will be able to encode their Tele-
metry. They will be able to hide their missiles. They won'+t
be sharing with us anymore the data base on which the figuring
is done. And they can build as many warheads into their heavy
missiles as they want to.

I mean how are we going to tell, in the absence of an
agreement, what they're doing?

ADMIRAL ZUMWALT: Well, let me make +he point, in the
first place, that the Soviet Unlfon, under the treaty, can build
as many mlssiles and as many warheads as they want. The only

thing that is limited are the launchers from which those mis-
siles will be fired. The Soviet Union has already built over
1000 additional intercontinental ballistic missiles and hidden

them around the United -- the Soviet Union. The Unjted States,
of course, has not done this.

KONDRACKE: But our -- but our satallitas and other
means enable us To know, roughly speaking, how many they have
of -- well, more than roughly speaking, how many they have.

3ut they can hide them even better, can't they, ...
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ADMIRAL ZUMWALT: You see, what Mr. Carter is saying
ic +that we can verify this freaty because we can count the
{zuynchers. We can't count the missiles. He doesn't pretend
+nn+ we can. And the missiles are not limited by this treaty.
They Soviets can have any nunber, and will have, under this

*reaty.

NOVAK: Sanator Garn, as a member of the Senate and
s a very successful practicing politician, do you really be-
iave that one-third-plus-one members of The Senate wiltl vote
reject a treaty when the President of the United States says
that this country will be stampad in the world as warmongers if
the treaty is rejected?

= Y

Q
h

SENATOR GARN: First of all, | feel very strongly that
+he Administration does this country a qreat disservice when
t+hey talk about warmongers, when they use the Soviet line fo
crifticize those of us who are against, or fo say that we're ex-

tremists.

| repeat, !'m very much in favor of an arms limitation
agreement. - | would like tTo sese ICBMs totally eliminated from
both sides, intercontinental ballistic missiles. Obviously,

that's the other extreme and is not possible to obtain.

But | really resent those kinds of charges. And !
also resent the fact that we are being tTold, as a Senate, to
accept whatever the President sends us. That is the same line
that we received on the Panama Canal treaty. And the Consti-
tution says that the Senate of the United States will advise
and consent, a coequal body on treaties, and that we'll tTake
a look. Otherwise, there's no point in a Senate. Why not Jjust
have this President or any other negotiate any treaty he wanTs
and say, "! have decided this is good," with no debate? We
have a right to advise and consent.

NOVAK: | understand your resentment, sir, but that
wasn't what | asked you. | asked you if you thought that the
one-third-plus-one members of the Senate would really buck the
President of the United States on an Iissue where the polls indi-
cate that the people do want some kind of an agreement with the
Soviet Union?

SENATOR GARN: Well, | thought | answered your ques-
+ion, maybe not directly. But, yes, | think they witl and |
think tThey should.

And as a matter of the polls, most of the American
people, more than 70 percent, are just fike | am. They are in
favor of arms reduction. But when you go into more depth in
those polls, you find out that they're not sure whether the
agreement is beftween the United States and the Soviet Union or
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nart of the United Nations. And so we're not dealing with the
fact that they are in favor.of this particular treaty. They are
in favor of the concent of arms control, as | am,

MOVAK: Wall, again, on the practical business of how
the Senate votas, do you think the Senate would reject the treaty
it it is supported by such members of your party as Henry Kis-
singer and Gerald Ford, either of them?

SENATOR GARN: Well, | certainly hope that they wil|l
not support or oppose the treaty on a partisan vasis, that they
will look at the ferms of the treaty and they'll find out that
this treaty is severely flawed.

MONROE: We will pause here briefly in this special
one-hour edition of Meet the Press with SALT || opponents.
* * ¥*

MONROE: Let me ask you gentlemen this, starting with
Admiral Zumwalt. Getting back to those heavy missiles, which
you have emphasized, Admiral, as | understand it, the Soviet
Union has heavy missiles that we don't have because our military
decided some years ago that we had such accuracy that we did not
need missiles of that size. Now, under the SALT || treaty, they
can keep those 308 missiles in place, but they cannot add new
heavy missiles and they are forced to hold the warheads on those
missiles down to 10. Wifthout SALT Il, as | understand it, they
could go, perhaps, fto 40 warheads on each missile, which makes
a difference of 9000 warheads. Without SALT I|I, they could have
9000 additional warheads aimed at the United States.

Now, doesn't that improve U.S. security?
ADMIRAL ZUMWALT: First, the U.S5. decision to stick to

the smaller misslles was based on large part on the theory that
we were trying To get the Russians to agree to, that each should

forego a first strike capability, and so we kept ours with a com-
bination of size and accuracy that has made it impossible for us’
to destroy Soviet missiles entirely in a first strike. All of

our missiles fired in a first stfrike would get only 65 percent
of the Soviet missiles.

The Soviets, on the other hand, have deliberately
schemed to have a first strike capability. And with the number
of warheads that they have deployed on the SS-18, 10, they have
that capability as they get them all deployed with their new
accuracy.

If | were a member of the Soviet JUCS, | would be ad-
vising the Minister of Defense nof to put more warheads on those
55~18s, because | would say to him, "| can now, in a first strike,
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destroy aimost atl of the United States Minutemen, almost all of
the United States bombers, .and all of the submarines in port wifth
only half of the S5-18s being fired. And we can save the rest
for big blockbuster attacks on cities. We don't need any more
warheads," | would say to him.

MONROE: So you're saying that the addition of 9000
warheads, which SALT Il would prevent, is not a threat to us.
That SALT 1f give us more security by preventing the addition
of 9000 warheads.

ADMIRAL ZUMWALT : I''m saying that SALT 11 permits the
Soviets to gain a 5000-warhead advantage over us, with regard to
multiple-warheaded ICBMs; and +hat +hat is all They need in
order to be able to destroy all of our systems In a first strike,
or nearly all.

MONROE: Mr. Nitze, if fThose heavy missiles are such
a Threat To us, why doesn't the SALT || treaty enhance our
secur ity by preventing them from adding any new heavy missiles
and preventing them from going heyond |0 warheads per missile?

NITZE: tn the first place, it doesn!t prevent them
from developing new versions of modern heavy ballistic missiles.,
In fact, | think they have a follow-on modern heavy ballistic
missile in the works right now.

Secondiy...
MONROE: Prevents them from deploying?
NITZE: During the period of the treaty. But the second

point is fthat the treaty expires, by its terms, in 1985, There-
after, they're free from this 10 level unless we negotiate a SALT

Pl which contains a similar limitation.
There are things that are in the current agreements
which we would like to have not survive. IT's going to be very

difficult for us to be sure that we can get info a follow-on
agreement the things that we want and not give some of the
things that they want. So that it's very uncertain as to what's
going To happen after 1985,

The fundamenta! balance between the Soviet Union and

ourselves in the nuclear field will be much more adverse in 82,
'83, '84, when The next SALT agreement is up for negotiation,
than it is today. } can see no possibility that the SALT 111
treaty will be as favorable as SALT 11, and SALT 1 is wholly

unfavorable and uneven as between the Soviet Union and our=-
selves.

MONROE: Senator Garn, would you comment on the fact
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that the SALT 11 treaty holds the Soviet heavy missil2s to this
number of 308, they cannot qo beyond that, and they cannot add
more than 19 =-- add more warheads beyond the 10 already on each

missite?

SENATOR GARN: Welt, first of all, | want to repeat
again that this treaty does not limit the number of warheads;
it limits launchers. I+ does not limit the number of SS-18s
that can be built; it limits to 308 of holes in the ground fThey
can launch it from. So they can build excess SS-18s, they can
have a first strike, they can reload them in what's called cold-
faunch techniques.

MOMROQE : Well, doesn't the treaty prevent them from
putting new missiles right by the launchers so that fhey can
reload quickly, and doesn't it prevent them from testing the
reloading process?

SENATOR GARHM: Well, it's extremely naive if we tThink
we have the capability to know where these thousand additional
missiles are that we know they have. We don't know where they
are. We don't have the kind of capability from satellites and
electronic means to count all of those. It simply is not pos-
sible to do so.

They have already tested in a simulated mode 14 war-
heads inside the $S-18 nose cone. Now, you can look at that
nose cone from satellite photography. You can't tell how many
are inside.

| think the opportunity to cheat is much greater wifth
SALT. And again | repeat, they can increase, under the terms of
SALT, legally from a minimum of 5000 addifional warheads over
what they have now to as many as 15,000. The danger of nuclear
war is increased by signing a treaty that not only does not
freeze levels, let alone the impression we're constantly given
that it's going to reduce; it increases the number of warheads
on both sides. T